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MM CA1ICTADI Arp T uie APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE. 

Examination (RCE) in compliance with 37 CFR 1.114. 

ppRinn for REPLY [check either a) or b)] 

a) H The l*ri°dforreptyexpires3mon« |nno 

b) □ The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of »"^^^^ f ^5^^ te final rejection. 

ffiS^BfflffiTYSSS XrrJ^JS MONTHS^ THE FiNAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

E^Stem.^ 

have been filed is the date for purposes of determining the -.pmc W^farreply originally set in the final Office action; or (2) as set forth in 

earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

,-. . fjioH nn Aonellanrs Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

2 M The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 
' (a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or s.mphfy.ng the 
issues for appeal; and/or . 

(d) H they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: . 

3.Q Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejections): . 

4 H Newly proposed or amended claim(s) 26, 31, 36, 40 would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed 
amendment canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 

5 El The a)D affidavit, b)D exhibit, or c)H request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 
application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Sheet . 

en The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newly 

raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 
7 n For purposes of Appeal the proposed amendment® a)D will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 
D ^l^^^nen or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 

The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: 

Claim(s) objected to: 6j.i9and 20. 
Claim(s) rejected: 1 4^8-13.17.18 and 21-25. 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



uiairnisi wiuiuidwn Hum wn^v.«.. — 

BO The proposed drawing correction filed on isa)D approved or b)D disapproved by the Examiner. 



9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement^ PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 
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Continual of , does NOT p,ace ? 
Kuroda references are not ^^■J^^^^^ST^^ be transferred onto rigid pole 1 and regarding the 
directly. Regarding the Apollonio reference apphca ^ ^ h J^™^^ Ap p| icants are attempting to use two different 
Kuroda reference that the forces would possibly be transferred onto tn ^ h f jn the jnstant invention are 
standards in interpreting the invention andth h e ^ ie J^ Supporting evidence in an affidavrt or 

transferred back onto the substrate they wish this to be taken as an J^^^^JJ geometrically analogous devices. Instead 
declaration. Yet they *U there's no declaration or affidavit 

they insist that the forces in Apollonio V^^^^^^^St invention are directed one direction but in similar 
analysis of the kinetic forces nor a basis for asserting that forces in the instani n ve ™° contradictory analysis. They insist that 

structures directed another direction. '"^^ tha?the allegedly inherent 

"the examiner must prov.de a basis in fact ^ w J^"™*™*^*£?^qI examiner's conclusion that technical reasoning was 
characteristic necessarily flows from the teachings of the app l ed P™r ait I 18 "J^J jn the same directi0 n. It is applicants 

provided, namely that the parallel geometric structures of * e ^° n e s h ^ Kuroda would be directed in 

who are providing fully unsubstantiated technical state T m p e "^ in either reference or scientific 

different directions than that of the instan ^»n. JJv do J jS^l contradictions in their own 

=r'^ifs 

use the same forces . 
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